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A PROCnSS IN A HETEROGENEOUS 
NKrWORK 



APPEAL BRIEF 

Commissioner for Pnicnis 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313 

Sir/Madam: 

FurUier to the Notice of Appeal faxed on August 4, 2005, the Appellant presents this Appeal 
Brief, llic Notice of Appeal was filed following receipt of a final Office Action mailed May 4, 2005, 
Tho Appcllnnt hereby appeals to the Bojird of Patent Appeals and Inteifercnccs the final rejection of 
claims 1-3 and 5^26 and rc^pcelfuliy requests tliat this appeal be considered by the Board. 

I- REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The subject aj^plication is owned by International Business Machines Corporation, a corporation 
having its principal place of business at New Orchard Road, Annonk, New York, 10504, as evidenced by 
(he assignment recorded at Reel 01 1420, Frame 0296. 
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Group Art Unit: 214^ 
Examiner: Mclvin H, Pollack 

Atty. Diet, No, AUS9000878US1 
(5468-06600) 



I hereby ccaiTy llui this comrspQiKtcncc is being iranwni'ticd via 
facsimflc or depoyiiod with the U.S. Postal Service wilti 
sufTTcicnt posiuec First Class Mafl in an envclopp qddrvsscJ 
lo; Commissioner for Patents, P.pC Box )43p, Alc^rniulrta, VA 
22313. on Ihd Oute indicated bclo 
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II. RFJ.ATFJ) APPEALS AND INTERFRRRNCES 

A Notice of Appeal has been filed for the following application^ which shares a common 
specification with the apphcation currently on appeal: 09/752,072 Notice of Appeal filed 2/10/05. 
However, because dissimilar art is cited in the present application and the above-mentioned related 
application, Appellants do not believe that the outcome of this appeal will have any bearing on the 
Boaril*s decision on the related appeals. No other appeals or interferences arc known which would 
directly nlTcct or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board*s decision in tliis appeal 

m, STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-3 and 5-26 stand finally rejected. No claims have been allowed, withdrawn* or 
objeclcd to. Claim 4 has been canceled. Claims 1-3 and 5-26 are being appealed. 



IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendments to the claims have been filed subsequent to their final rejection. The Claims 
Appendix attached hereto reflects the cuircnl state of the claims. 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

Appellant's claimed subject matter includes a system and method for identifying and binding a 
process over a heterogeneous network comprising a network server, a network client and a network host. 
(Specification - page 8, lines 3-25 and Fig. 1). Tn addition, the Appellant*s claimed subject matter 
includes a computer-usable carrier medium having program instructions which are executable on a 
computational device for performing such a method. (Specification - page 34, lines 22-29). The claimed 
system, method and carrier mcdiiuTi may include a network server, which is adapted to receive a payload 
from a network client, where the payload comprises a request for process execution associated with a 
task. (Specification - page 14» line 23 to page 15, line 3; page 16, line 22 to page 17, line 5; and page 
22, lines 12-29). Tn addition, the network server is adapted to evaluate the payload. create an agent from 
the payload, and forward the agent to a network host for process execution associated with the agent. 
(Specification - page 23, lines 1-18; page 30, line 2S to page 31, line 27). In a particular embodiment of 
the invention, the network host is unknown to and dissimilar from the network client. In other words, the 
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nclwork host and network client remain anonymous to each other throughout the identifying and binding 
process. (Specification - page 17, lines 10-14; page 19, lines 15-24), 



VI. GROUNDS OF lUfiJECniON TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

L Claims 1-3, 5-12, 17, 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U,S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,112,225 to Kraft et a), (hereinafter referred to as "Kraft'O in view of U.S. 
Patent No- 6,421,653 to May (hereinafter referred to as '*May"). 

2. Claims 13-16 and 18-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kraft 
and May, as applied lo claims 1, 12 and 17, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,732,141 to 
111) is (hereinafter referred to as "Ellis"). 



Vn. ARGUMENT 



The contentions of the Appellant wilh respect to the ground of rejection presented for review, 
and the basis thereof, with citations of the statutes, regulations, aiitliorities, and parts of the record relied 
on arc presented herein for consideration by the Board, 



A. Patentability of Claims 1^3, 5^12. 17. 25 apd 26: 

1- Kraft and May each fail to teach or suggest a system (claim IX computer usable 
carrier medium (claims 25-26) or method (claims 12 . and 17) in which a network 
server is adapted to; (i) create an agent from a payload, which is received from a 
network client and includes a request for process execution associated with a task, 
and (ii) forward the agent to a network host for process execution, where the 
network ho>st is unknown to and dissimilar from the network client. 

Independent claim 1 recites: 

A syslum for identifying and binding a process, said system comprising a network seivcr 
adapted to receive a payload from a network client over a network, wherein the payload 
comprises a request for process execution associated wilh a task, and wherein the server 
is further adapted to evaluate the payload, create an agent from the payload, and forward 
the agent to a network host, unknown to and dissimilar from the network client, for 
process execution associated with the agent 
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The presently claimed case provides a system and method in which computing resources can be 
used efficiently within network-connected devices. For instance, in a network of servers, clients and 
hosts, one or more *'ch*enf' coniputers nnay require processing of a task, whereas one or more "host" 
computers may wish to devote unused computing resources lo the execution of a task. The network sever 
functions as an intermediary between the network clients and the network hosts. For example, a network 
server may receive a payload from a network client. In some cases, the paylbad may simply be a request 
to execute a task. In other cases, the payload may include a set of programming instructions (302, Fig, 3) 
used to process data, a data set (304), a task ID (305), containing security permissions (306), and a 
financial data set (308). Once the payload is received, the network server may evaluate the payload (c,g., 
l>y aulhcnticating Ihc payload, inspecting the payload for conformance to network protocols, etc.) and 
create an agent from the payload. The agent is a software piwess configured to perform the task. The 
network server may forward the agent to a network host for process execution of the task. However, in 
order to provide secure and anonymous processing, the network server does not disclose the identity of 
the computer (i.e.. network client) requesting process execution or the computer (i.e,, network host) 
pcrfonmng the process execution. In this manner, the network client and network host remain unknown 
to and dissimilar from each other. In other words, the network client and network host are different 
entities, whose identities are maintained anonymous. {See, relevant portions of the Specification, 
including those set forth in the Summary Section of this Appeal). 

Unlikc the presently claimed case, Kraft and May each fail to disclose a system, computCr-usablc 
carrier medium or nKthod in which anonymity is maintained between a first computer (e.g., a network 
client) requesting process execution of a task and a second computer (e.g., a network host) performing 
the process execution. 

SUitcmcnls in the Final Office Action admit that Kraft "does not expressly disclose that the 
network client and the network host are anonymous from each other.*' (Final Office Action, page 5). 
However, further sUtlemcnts suggest that such anonymity may be found within May, and that it would be 
obvious to combine May's anonymous automated auction method with Kraft's automated auction in 
order to belter ensure fairness. (See, Final Office Action, page 5), As described in more detail below, 
Kraft and May each fail to disclose the anonymous process set forth in the presently claimed case, and 
more specifically, cannot be combined or modified to do so. 
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May discloses ^'systems, methods, and computer program products that provide for electronic 
trading based on the client/server model, including a central processing center (ix,, server) having 
multiple server modules and a plurality of individual trader workstations (i.e.. clients), all of which are 
operationally interconnected, preferably via an Inlcmcl-protocol network." (May, column 5, lines 48-55). 
In Fig. 1, for example. May discloses "a trading sysicm 10... [including] a central processing center 12 
which is in communication with the client sites 14 via one or more of a variety of Internet protocol based 
networks 16.** (May. column 11, line 65 to column 12, line 2). Within trading system 10, "a user's own 
desktop, computer which is connected to the client's internal data network may function as a trader 
workstation 20 and run the Java-^based soAwarc of the present invention to enable interaction wilh otlier 
trader workstations 20 via the central processing center 12." (May, column 12, lines 21-26). Beginning 
in column 16, May describes how a user at trader workstation 20 may connect to the central processing 
ccntei- 12 to access features of the system 10, which enable the user to monitor and control their trading 
within sysicm 10. (See, e.g., May, column 16, line 28 to coliunn 17, line 53). 

For example, when a user wishes to place an order (i,e,, initiate a trade), the user selects an order 
from the market details interface (302, Fig. 15) displayed on the user's trader workstation. The market 
details interface enables a trader/user to view essentially all the orders in the market for a particular 
inslruincnt, including bids and offers from other traders/counterparties. Once selected, the user's order is 
entered into the system 10 and placed in a queue based on price and time received. (See, e.g.. May, 
column 36, line 45 to column 38» line 37, column 6, lines 16-62 and column 12, lines 17^6), Once the 
order is placed in the system, an "execution notification message 340, as illustraled in Fig. 18, is sent to 
both countcrjwrlics, describing the transaction and the names of the counterparties,., system 10 ensures 
that bodi users receive the message before the trade is finally completed," (May, column 38, lines 36^3). 

Statements in the Final Office Action suggest that May discloses a system in which anonymity 
between buyers and sellers is maintained (Final Office Action, page 5). As noted above, however^ May 
specifically teaches that the identities of the buyers and sellers (i.e., the counterparties) are disclosed to 
one another before a trade is finally completed. Therefore, if one were to assume that a 'Tjuycr" 
requesting a trade is somehow equivalent to a "network client" requesting process execution of a task, 
and a "seller'' providing the trade is somehow equivalent to a **network host" performing the process 
execution, then May absolutely fails to teach anonymity between a network client and a network host. 
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2. There is no motivation to combine or modify tlie tesicliiugs of the cited art to 
provide a network server adaptetl to: (i) create an agent from a payload, wtiicli is 
received from a network client and includes a request for process execution 
associated with a taslc, and (ii) forward the agent to a network host for process 
execution, where the network liost is unknown to and dissimilar from the network 
client 

To establish a case of prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all of the claim Jimilalions 
must be taught or suggested by the prior art. In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (C.C.PA 1974); 
MPEP 2143.03. Obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the 
prior art to produce the claimed invention where tliere is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do 
so. fn re Fine, 837 R2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed.Cir. 19S8); In re Jones, 958 F,2d 347, 21 US?Q2d 
1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992); MPBP 2143.01. The mere faet that lefercnces can be combined or modified docs 
not render the resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the 
combination [or modifjceition]. In re Mills, 916 F.2d 680^ 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990); MPEP 
2143.01. 

Kraft and May each fail to suggest a desirability for the presently claimed anonymity between a 
network client and a network host, and therefore, cannot be combined or modified to do so. 

For instance, statements in the Final Office Action suggest that Kraft provides teaching for 
''secui'ity considerations (col. 10, lines 5-35), but docs not expressly disclose that the network client and 
network host are anonymous from each other.*' (Final Office Action, page 5). As such, the Fxamincr 
iippears to suggest that the "security considerations" disclosed by Kraft may imply or provide motivation 
for a system and method, which maintains anonymity between network clients and network hosts. This is 
simply not the case. In fact, upon reviewing the suggested "security considerations" provided by Kraft, a 
skilled artisan would come to the conclusion that such anonymity is not only undesirable, but 
couiitcq>roductivc to the security considerations proposed by Kraft. For example, Kraft suggests Uiat one 
''option is to require digital signatures for imported tasks... [so that] the peripheral computers can verify 
that received programs and subtasks originate from a trusted source.'* (Kraft, column 10, lines 22-25). As 
another security measi?re, Kraft suggests "requiring authentication for communication between peripheral 
and co(>rdinating computers.** (Kraft, column 10, lines 25-27). Clearly, Kraft does not wish to maintain 
anonymity between the peripheral and coordinating computers, and therefore, provides no motivation to 
do so. 
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Like Krall, May also fails to suggest a desirability for the presently claimed anonymity between 
a network client rcqucsling process execution of a bsk and a network host performing the process 
execution. Statements in the Final Office Action suggest that May teaches that "anonymity between 
buyers and sellers is jnaintained." (Final Office Action, page 5). However, as explained above in 
Aigimicnt 1, anonymity between buyers and sellers is Mi maintained, since May Kpccifieally slates that 
Ihc names of the buyers and sellers (i.e., the counterparties) arc disclosed to one another before Ihc trade 
is finally completed (See, May, column 38, hncs 36-42). May stresses that the system ^'en sures that both 
users receive the [execution i^otifi cation] message before the ti-ade is finally completed." (May, column 
38, lines 42-43, emphasis added). The only anonymity taught by May is "for an automated system for 
distribulhig anonymous price and position information" (May, column 5, lines 20-25), However, 
distributing anonymous price and position information is by no means equivalent to maintaining 
anonymous identities^ nor does it suggest a desirability for doing so. 

Since Kraft and May each fail to teach, suggest or even provide desirability for the presently 
claimed anonymity between a network client and a network host^ the teachings of Kraft and May cannot 
be combiiicd or modified to do so. 

3. The Examiner has failed to adequately support and/or establish a prima facie 
ground of obviousness. 

To csLiblish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must 
be sotnc suggestion or motivation, cither in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references 
when combined) must teach or suggest all claim limitations. MFEP § 2143. None of these three eriicria 
have been met by the Examiner in the present case. First of all, no suggestion or motivation to modify 
the cited references can be found within the cited references to teach or suggest the aforementioned 
liiTutalions of present claims I, 12, 17, 25 and 26, as explained above in Argument 2. The criterion of a 
reasonable expectation of success cannot be met if no teaching, suggestion or motivation exists, because 
there is then nothing at which to be successful. Finally, none of the cited ait, either alone or in 
combination, teaches all of the limitations of claims h 12, 17, 25 and 26. as explained above in 
Argumails 1 and 2. The third criterion recited above has therefore also not been met, and a prima facie 
case of obviousness h«is not been established. 
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Conclusion 

As explained m Arguments U3 above, at least some limitalions of claims 1, 12, 17, 25 and 26 are 
not taught or suggested by tlie cited art. Furthermore, tJiere js no teaching, suggcslion or motivation to 
modify the cited art to teach the limitations of these claims. For at least the reasons set forth above, 
claims I, 12, 17, 25, 26, and all claims dependent thereon, are patentably distinct over the cited art. As 
such, (he rcjcclion of claims 1-3, 5-12, 17, 25 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is asserted to be 
erroneoiL'?. 

W. Palontabiiirv of Claims J3-I6 and 18-24: 

Because claims 13-16 and 18-24 include limitations similar to those included wilhin Independent 
claims 12 and 17, the arguments presented above for patentability of claims 12 and 17 apply equally to 
claims 1 3-16 and 1 8-24, and are herein incoq>orated by reference. In addition to the arguments presented 
above with respect to 13-16 and 18-24, arguments arc provided below to further establish the 
p^jtentability of the current claims under 35 U.S.C. § lQ3(a). 

1' The cited art fails to teach or suggest a method for identifying and binding a 
process, where the method includes evaluating a payload by authenticating the 
payload and checldng the payload for conformance to a set of protocols. 

Dependent claims 13 and 18 recite "[tjhe method as recited in claim 12, wherein evaluating a 
payload comprises authenticating the payload and checking the payload for conformance to a set of 
protocols," Statements in the Filial Office Action admit "Kraft and May do not expressly disclose 
evaluating a payload comprises authenticating the payload and checking the payload for conformance to 
a set of protocols." (Final OfTicc Action, page 6). However, further statements in the Final Office Action 
suggest that **EJlis teaches this limitation (col. 11, line 53 - col. 12, line 20). The Appellant respectfully 
disagrees, for at least the reasons set forth in more detail below. 

The Fxorainer suggests tiiat teaching for the abovementioned limitation may be found in columns 
11 10 12 of Bllis. The cited passage describes a signaling device, which provides a signal "to indicate the 
user PC*s availability 14 for network use" and '"its specific. . . configuration" (Ellis, column 1 1 , line 53 to 
column 12, line 20), However, a ''signal'' indicating a PC's configuration and availability for network 
use is not equivalent to the presently claimed ^'payload" (which includes a request for process execution 
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of a task) or the presently claimed method for evaluating a payload. Appellants find absolutely no 
mcnlioQ of a payload, autlienticating a payload or cliecking a payload for conformance to a set of 
prolocols wilhin the cited passage, or anywhere else within the teachings of Ellis. Accordingly, Ellis 
cannot be rcHcd upon, nor can he combined with the remaining cited art, to provide teaching or 
suggestion for all limitations of dependent claims 13 and 18. 

2. The cited art fails to teach or suggest a method for identifying and binding a process, 
where the method includes evaluating a payload by compiling a profile of the process 
execution. 

Dependent claijns 14 and 19 recite "[t]hc method as recited in claim 12, whcnsin evaluating a 
p;iylond comprises compiling a profile of the process [agent] cxcculion." Statements in the Final Office 
Action admit **Krafit and May do not expressly disclose evaluating a payload comprises compiling a 
profile of the process execution*" (Final Office Action, page 6). However, further statements in the Final 
Office Aciion suggest that "Elhs teaches this limitation (col, 10, lines 34-55). Ilie Appellant respectfully 
disagrees, for at least ihw reasons set forth in more detail below. 

Tlie Hxaminer suggests that teaching for the abovementioncd limitation may be found in column 
10 of Kllis. The cited passage suggests timt a PC user may be granted access or service based on the 
uscr^s limits, such as resources, credit balance with a service provider, credit history, and whether or not 
the usci'*3 hardware is owned or leased, (col. 10, Jincs 34-55). Appellants find absolutely no mention of 
evaluating a payload or compiling a profile of the process execution [of a ti\sk] within the cited passage, 
or anywhere else within the teachings of Ellis. Accordingly, Ellis cannot be relied upon, nor can he be 
cojnbincd with Ihc ixmaining cited art, to provide teaching or suggestion for all limitations of dependettt 
claims 14 and 19, 

3. The cited art UiU to teach or suggest a method for identifying and binding a 
process, where the method includes evaluating a payload by simulating the 
execution of a process. 

Dependent claims 15 and 20 recite "[t]hc method as recited in claim 12, wherein evaluating a 
payload comprises simulating the execution of the process [agent]." Statements in the Final Office 
Action admit ''Kraft and May do not expressly disclose evaluating a payload comprises simulating the 
execution of the process." (Final Office Action, page 7), However, further statements in Ihc Final Office 
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Action siij^gest that "Ellis teaches this limitation (col. 10, lines 9-23). The Appellant respcclfLilly 
disagrees, for at least the reasons set forth in more detail below. 

The Examiner suggests that teaching for the abovenientioncd limitation may be found in column 
10 of FJlis. The cited passage suggests that a meter (10, Fig. 3) could be used to estimate the amount of 
network resources needed to fulfill a processing request and the associated projected cost. (col. 10, lines 
9-23). However, Ai>pcIlonts find absolutely no mention of a payload, evaluating a payload or simulating 
the execution of the process execution [of a task] within the cited passage, or anywhere else within the 
teachings of Ellis. Accordingly, Ellis cannot be relied upon, nor can he be combined with the remaining 
cited arl, lo provide teaching or suggestion for all limitations of dependent claims 14 and 19. 

Concliij^ion 

As explained in Arguments 1-3 above, the limitations of claims 13-16 and 18-20 are not Uiught or 
suggested by lillis. For at least these reasons^ claims 13-16, 18-20 and all claims dependent thereon, are 
pjtcntably distinct from Ellis. Accordingly, the § 103(a) rejection of claims 13-16 and 18-24 is asserted 
to be erroneous. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, it is submitted that Ihc Examiner's rejection of claims 1-3 and 5-26 
was crroncoxis, nnd reversal of tlic decision is respectfully requested. 'Jlie Commissioner is authorized lo 
charge any required fees to deposit account no. 09-0447. 




Reg. No. 34.146 
Attorney for Appellant 

Daffer McDanicl.LLP 
P.O. Uox 684908 
Austin, 'fX 78768-4908 
Date; October 4. 2005 
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Vni- CLAIMS APPENDIX 

The present claims on appeal arc as follows. 

1 , A system for identifying and binding a process, said system comprising a network server adapted 
lo receive w pay load from a network client over a network, wherein the payload comprises a request for 
process execution associated with a task, and wherein the server is further adapted to evaluate tlie 
paylood, create an agent from the payload, and forward Ihc agent to a network host, unknown to and 
dissimilar from the network client, for process execution associated v^ath the agent. 

2, The systen^ as recited in claim 1 , wherein the network is a heterogeneous network, 

3, The system as recited in claim 1, wherein the heterogeneous network comprises a network of 
computQiional devices, 

5. The system as recited in claint 3, wherein the network of computational devices comprises a 
network of niuUipIc phufonns. 

6. The system as recited in claim 1, wherein the network server comprises a computational device. 

7. 'I hc system as recited in claim 6, wherein the network server comprises; 
a processor; 

a storage device; 

an evaluating program, wherein the evaluating progi-am is adapted to analyze the payload; and 
a binding program, wherein the binding program is adapted to create an agent from the payload. 

8. The system as recited in claim 1 , wherein the payload comprises; 

a set of programming instructions, whei'ein the set of programming instructions are associated 
with the process execution; and 

a data set, wherein the data set is associated with the process execution. 
sSN 09/751,823 Appcgl llrTcf ™ Page 1 1 iTie 
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9. The system as recited in claim 8, wherein the payload furlhtT comprises: 

a set of security permissions, wherein the set of security permissions are associated with tlic 
process cxeciuioii; and 

a linancial data set, wherein Ihc financial data set is associated with the process execution. 

10. The system as recited in claim U wherein the agent comprises the payload containing 
programming inslruclions which, when executed by the server, a software data set is requested and 
configured lo provide the payload the ability to pcrfonn the process execution. 

1 1. The system as recited in claim 10, wherein the software data set comprises: 
a set of functional parameters; 

a Set of software libraries; or 

a set of activating programming instructions. 

12. A method of identifying and binding a process, said method comprising; 

receiving a payload on a network server from a network client, wherein the payload comprises a 
request lor process execution; 

evaluating the payload; and 

creating a process from the payload and forwarding the process to a network host unknown to 
and dissimilar from the network client. 

13. The method as recited in claim 12, wherein evaluating a payload comprises authenticating the 
payload and checking the payload for conformance to a set of protocols. 

14. 'J'hc method as recited in claim 12, wherein evaluating the payload comprises compiling a profile 
of the proccs.s execution. 
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15. The niethod as recited in claim 12, wherein evaluating ihc payload comprises simulaiing the 
execution of the process. 

16. The method as recited in claim 15, wherein simulating tlie execution of the process comprises 
crcnling a portion of the process and executing it. 

1 7- A method of identifying and binding a process, said method comprising: 

receiving a payload on a network server from a network client, wherein the payload comprises a 
request for process execution; 

evaluating the payload; and 

creating an agent from the payload and forwarding Ihc agent to a network host unknown to and 
dissimilar from the network client, 

1 8. The method as recited in claim 17, wherein evaluating a payload comprises authenticating the 
payload and checking the payload for confomiancc to a set of protocols. 

1 9. The method as recited hi claim 1 7. wherein evaluating the payload comprises compiling a profile 
of Uie agent execution. 

20. The method as recited in claim 17, wherein evaluating the payload comprises simulating the 
execution of the agent. 

2 1 . 'Il>e method as recited in claim 20, wherein simulating the execution of the process comprises 
crr*iting a portion of the agent and executing it. 

22. The method as recited in claim 20> wherein simulating the execution of the process comprises 
ereiiting a single agent and executing it. 

23. The metJiod as recited in claim 22, wherein creating an agent comprises merging the payload 
witli a software data set that is configured to provide the payload the ability to perform the process 
execution. 
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24. Tho mclhod as recited in claim 23, wherein the software data set comprises a set of functional 
parameters; a set of software libraries; or a set of activating progranmiing instructions. 



25. A computcfHisablc carrier medium, comprising; 

first programming instructions executable on a computational device coupled between a network 
client and network host maintained anonymous from each other for receiving a payload 
from the network client, wherein Ihc payload comprises a request for process execution 
associated with a task; 

second programming instructions executable on tlie computational device for evaluating the 
payload; and 

third prosramming insti-uctions executable on the computational device for creating a process 

from the payload, wherein the process is adapted to execute the requested processing on 
the network host to perform the task. 

2f>, A computer-usable carrier medium, comprising: 

first programming instaictions executable on a computational device coupled between a network 
client and network host maintained anonymous from each other for receiving a payload 
from the network client, wherein the payload comprises a request for process execution; 

second programming inslrnctions executable on the computational device for evaluating the 
payload; and 

third programming instructions executable on the computational device for creating an agent 
from the payload. wherein the agent is adapted to execute the requested processing on 
the network host 
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IX. EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

Nocvicknce submitted pursuant to §§ 1.130, 1.131, or 1.132 of tliis title has been entered during 
Ihc prrtStfcutton of the captioned case. In addition, no evidence has been entered by the examiner. 
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X. ItKLATEP PROCEEDINGS APPKNPrx 

No oQicr prior and pending appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings are known to 
Appellsnt or Assignee which would dirccUy affect or be directly affeclcd by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in this appeal, 
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